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Sacramento, CA 95812-2000
E-Mail: Peter.Barnes@waterboards.ca.gov

Re:  Upper North Fork Feather River Hydroelectric Project Draft EIR

Dear Mr. Barnes:

I am a resident of Plumas County, writing to express my concerns regarding the
State Water Resources Control Board’s Upper North Fork Feather River Hydroelectric
Project Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). It is my understanding that the Water
Board's function is to help protect the environment, and that an EIR is intended to ensure
that environmental damage is avoided. However, what | find in this particular document
seems to be contrary to that fundamental direction.

| object to increased cold water removal from Lake Almanor. Whether it would
reduce river temperatures to the desired level many miles downstream is an unproven
theory, but it would absolutely damage the cold water fishery in the lake. Spoiling one
part of the environment for a potential improvement in another part does not seem like a
rational action for a State agency.

| believe that it would be irresponsible for the State Water Resources Control Board
to require either of the two alternatives found in the DEIR. They both ignore the true
upstream environmental impact, as well as the social and financial impacts. In my
opinion, the State review process has failed to address the key issues in a reasonable
manner. The DEIR should be rejected.
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Peter Barnes MISHAR 26 A 11
State Water Resources Control Board Sre W
P.O. Box 2000 SV GF WATER RIGH
Sacramento, CA 95812-2000 SACRAMEN
E-Mail: Peter.Barnes@waterboards.ca.gov

Re:  Upper North Fork Feather River Hydroelectric Project Draft EIR

Dear Mr. Barnes:

| am a resident of Plumas County, writing to express my concerns regarding the
State Water Resources Control Board's Upper North Fork Feather River Hydroelectric

Project Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). It is my understanding that the Water
Board’s function is to help protect the environment, and that an EIR is intended to ensure

that environmental damage is avoided. However, what | find in this particular document

seems to be contrary to that fundamental direction.

| object to increased cold water removal from Lake Almanor. Whether it would

reduce river temperatures to the desired level many miles downstream is an unproven
theory, but it would absolutely damage the cold water fishery in the lake. Spoiling one

part of the environment for a potential improvement in another part does not seem like a

rational action for a State agency.

| believe that it would be irresponsible for the State Water Resources Control Board

to require either of the two alternatives found in the DEIR. They both ignore the true

upstream environmental impact, as well as the social and financial impacts. In my

opinion, the State review process has failed to address the key issues in a reasonable

manner. The DEIR should be rejected.

Sincerely,
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State Water Resources Control Board SRR SR
P.O. Box 2000 L GATER RIGHTS
Sacramento, CA 95812-2000 SACRAMENTO
E-Mail: Peter.Barnes@waterboards.ca.gov

Re:  Upper North Fork Feather River Hydroelectric Project Draft EIR

Dear Mr. Barnes:

I am a resident of Plumas County, writing to express my concerns regarding the
State Water Resources Control Board's Upper North Fork Feather River Hydroelectric
Project Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). It is my understanding that the Water
Board's function is to help protect the environment, and that an EIR is intended to ensure
that environmental damage is avoided. However, what | find in this particular document
seems to be contrary to that fundamental direction.

| object to increased cold water removal from Lake Almanor. Whether it would
reduce river temperatures to the desired level many miles downstream is an unproven
theory, but it would absolutely damage the cold water fishery in the lake. Spoiling one
part of the environment for a potential improvement in another part does not seem like a
rational action for a State agency.

| believe that it would be irresponsible for the State Water Resources Control Board
to require either of the two alternatives found in the DEIR. They both ignore the true
upstream environmental impact, as well as the social and financial impacts. In my
opinion, the State review process has failed to address the key issues in a reasonable
manner. The DEIR should be rejected.

Sincerely,
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P.O. Box 2000

Sacramento, CA 95812-2000

E-Mail: Peter.Barnes@waterboards.ca.gov

Re: Upper North Fork Feather River Hydroelectric Project Draft EIR

Dear Mr. Barnes:

I am a resident of Plumas County, writing to express my concerns regarding the
State Water Resources Control Board's Upper North Fork Feather River Hydroelectric
Project Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). It is my understanding that the Water
Board's function is to help protect the environment, and that an EIR is intended to ensure
that environmental damage is avoided. However, what | find in this particular document
seems to be contrary to that fundamental direction.

| object to increased cold water removal from Lake Almanor. Whether it would
reduce river temperatures to the desired level many miles downstream is an unproven
theory, but it would absolutely damage the cold water fishery in the lake. Spoiling one
part of the environment for a potential improvement in another part does not seem like a
rational action for a State agency.

| believe that it would be irresponsible for the State Water Resources Control Board
to require either of the two alternatives found in the DEIR. They both ignore the true
upstream environmental impact, as well as the social and financial impacts. In my
opinion, the State review process has failed to address the key issues in a reasonable
manner. The DEIR should be rejected.

Sincerely,
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State Water Resources Control Board

P.O. Box 2000 ¥ wt #ATER RIGHTS
Sacramento, CA 95812-2000 SALIKAM
E-Mail: Peter.Barnes@waterboards.ca.gov

Re:  Upper North Fork Feather River Hydroelectric Project Draft EIR

Dear Mr. Barnes:

| am a resident of Plumas County, writing to express my concerns regarding the
State Water Resources Control Board’s Upper North Fork Feather River Hydroelectric
Project Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). It is my understanding that the Water
Board'’s function is to help protect the environment, and that an EIR is intended to ensure
that environmental damage is avoided. However, what | find in this particular document
seems to be contrary to that fundamental direction.

I object to increased cold water removal from Lake Almanor. Whether it would
reduce river temperatures to the desired level many miles downstream is an unproven
theory, but it would absolutely damage the cold water fishery in the lake. Spoiling one
part of the environment for a potential improvement in another part does not seem like a
rational action for a State agency.

| believe that it would be irresponsible for the State Water Resources Control Board
to require either of the two alternatives found in the DEIR. They both ignore the true
upstream environmental impact, as well as the social and financial impacts. In my
opinion, the State review process has failed to address the key issues in a reasonable
manner. The DEIR should be rejected.

Sincerely,
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State Water Resources Control Board o
P.O. Box 2000

Sacramento, CA 95812-2000

E-Mail: Peter.Barnes@waterboards.ca.gov

Re:  Upper North Fork Feather River Hydroelectric Project Draft EIR

Dear Mr. Barnes:

| am a resident of Plumas County, writing to express my concerns regarding the
State Water Resources Control Board’s Upper North Fork Feather River Hydroelectric
Project Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). It is my understanding that the Water
Board’s function is to help protect the environment, and that an EIR is intended to ensure
that environmental damage is avoided. However, what | find in this particular document
seems to be contrary to that fundamental direction.

| object to increased cold water removal from Lake Almanor. Whether it would
reduce river temperatures to the desired level many miles downstream is an unproven
theory, but it would absolutely damage the cold water fishery in the lake. Spoiling one
part of the environment for a potential improvement in another part does not seem like a
rational action for a State agency.

| believe that it would be irresponsible for the State Water Resources Control Board
to require either of the two alternatives found in the DEIR. They both ignore the true
upstream environmental impact, as well as the social and financial impacts. In my
opinion, the State review process has failed to address the key issues in a reasonable
manner. The DEIR should be rejected.

Sincerely,
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Peter Barnes

State Water Resources Control Board

P.O. Box 2000

Sacramento, CA 95812-2000

E-Mail: Peter.Barnes@waterboards.ca.gov

Re:  Upper North Fork Feather River Hydroelectric Project Draft EIR
Dear Mr. Barnes:

I am a resident of Plumas County, writing to express my concerns regarding the
State Water Resources Control Board’s Upper North Fork Feather River Hydroelectric
Project Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). It is my understanding that the Water
Board’s function is to help protect the environment, and that an EIR is intended to ensure
that environmental damage is avoided. However, what | find in this particular document
seems to be contrary to that fundamental direction.

I object to increased cold water removal from Lake Almanor. Whether it would
reduce river temperatures to the desired level many miles downstream is an unproven
theory, but it would absolutely damage the cold water fishery in the lake. Spoiling one
part of the environment for a potential improvement in another part does not seem like a
rational action for a State agency.

| believe that it would be irresponsible for the State Water Resources Control Board
to require either of the two alternatives found in the DEIR. They both ignore the true
upstream environmental impact, as well as the social and financial impacts. In my
opinion, the State review process has failed to address the key issues in a reasonable
manner. The DEIR should be rejected.

Sincerely,
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Peter Barnes INHAR 26 AMII: 11
State Water Resources Control Board
P.O. Box 2000 : ;
Sacramento, CA 95812-2000 wATHANENR
E-Mail: Peter.Barnes@waterboards.ca.gov

Re:  Upper North Fork Feather River Hydroelectric Project Draft EIR
Dear Mr. Barnes:

| am a resident of Plumas County, writing to express my concerns regarding the
State Water Resources Control Board’s Upper North Fork Feather River Hydroelectric
Project Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). It is my understanding that the Water
Board'’s function is to help protect the environment, and that an EIR is intended to ensure
that environmental damage is avoided. However, what | find in this particular document
seems to be contrary to that fundamental direction.

| object to increased cold water removal from Lake Almanor. Whether it would
reduce river temperatures to the desired level many miles downstream is an unproven
theory, but it would absolutely damage the cold water fishery in the lake. Spoiling one
part of the environment for a potential improvement in another part does not seem like a
rational action for a State agency.

| believe that it would be irresponsible for the State Water Resources Control Board
to require either of the two alternatives found in the DEIR. They both ignore the true
upstream environmental impact, as well as the social and financial impacts. In my
opinion, the State review process has failed to address the key issues in a reasonable
manner. The DEIR should be rejected.

Sincerely,
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State Water Resources Control Board N
P.O. Box 2000

Sacramento, CA 95812-2000

E-Mail: Peter.Barnes@waterboards.ca.gov

Re:  Upper North Fork Feather River Hydroelectric Project Draft EIR

Dear Mr. Barnes:

I am a resident of Plumas County, writing to express my concerns regarding the
State Water Resources Control Board's Upper North Fork Feather River Hydroelectric
Project Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). It is my understanding that the Water
Board’s function is to help protect the environment, and that an EIR is intended to ensure
that environmental damage is avoided. However, what | find in this particular document
seems to be contrary to that fundamental direction.

| object to increased cold water removal from Lake Almanor. Whether it would
reduce river temperatures to the desired level many miles downstream is an unproven
theory, but it would absolutely damage the cold water fishery in the lake. Spoiling one
part of the environment for a potential improvement in another part does not seem like a
rational action for a State agency.

| believe that it would be irresponsible for the State Water Resources Control Board
to require either of the two alternatives found in the DEIR. They both ignore the true
upstream environmental impact, as well as the social and financial impacts. In my
opinion, the State review process has failed to address the key issues in a reasonable
manner. The DEIR should be rejected.

Sincerely,
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Peter Barnes

State Water Resources Control Board

P.O. Box 2000

Sacramento, CA 95812-2000

E-Mail: Peter.Barnes@waterboards.ca.gov

Re:  Upper North Fork Feather River Hydroelectric Project Draft EIR

Dear Mr. Barnes:

| am a resident of Plumas County, writing to express my concerns regarding the
State Water Resources Control Board's Upper North Fork Feather River Hydroelectric
Project Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). It is my understanding that the Water
Board’s function is to help protect the environment, and that an EIR is intended to ensure
that environmental damage is avoided. However, what | find in this particular document
seems to be contrary to that fundamental direction.

| object to increased cold water removal from Lake Almanor. Whether it would
reduce river temperatures to the desired level many miles downstream is an unproven
theory, but it would absolutely damage the cold water fishery in the lake. Spoiling one
part of the environment for a potential improvement in another part does not seem like a
rational action for a State agency.

| believe that it would be irresponsible for the State Water Resources Control Board
to require either of the two alternatives found in the DEIR. They both ignore the true
upstream environmental impact, as well as the social and financial impacts. In my
opinion, the State review process has failed to address the key issues in a reasonable
manner. The DEIR should be rejected.
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Peter Barnes

State Water Resources Control Board

P.O. Box 2000

Sacramento, CA 95812-2000

E-Mail: Peter.Barnes@waterboards.ca.gov

Re:  Upper North Fork Feather River Hydroelectric Project Draft EIR

Dear Mr. Barnes:

| am a resident of Plumas County, writing to express my concerns regarding the
State Water Resources Control Board’s Upper North Fork Feather River Hydroelectric
Project Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). It is my understanding that the Water
Board'’s function is to help protect the environment, and that an EIR is intended to ensure
that environmental damage is avoided. However, what | find in this particular document
seems to be contrary to that fundamental direction.

I object to increased cold water removal from Lake Almanor. Whether it would
reduce river temperatures to the desired level many miles downstream is an unproven
theory, but it would absolutely damage the cold water fishery in the lake. Spoiling one
part of the environment for a potential improvement in another part does not seem like a
rational action for a State agency.

| believe that it would be irresponsible for the State Water Resources Control Board
to require either of the two alternatives found in the DEIR. They both ignore the true
upstream environmental impact, as well as the social and financial impacts. In my
opinion, the State review process has failed to address the key issues in a reasonable
manner. The DEIR should be rejected.

Sincerely,
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Peter Barnes

State Water Resources Control Board

P.O. Box 2000

Sacramento, CA 95812-2000

E-Mail: Peter.Barnes@waterboards.ca.gov

Re:  Upper North Fork Feather River Hydroelectric Project Draft EIR

Dear Mr. Barnes:

| am a resident of Plumas County, writing to express my concerns regarding the
State Water Resources Control Board’s Upper North Fork Feather River Hydroelectric
Project Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). It is my understanding that the Water
Board’s function is to help protect the environment, and that an EIR is intended to ensure
that environmental damage is avoided. However, what | find in this particular document
seems to be contrary to that fundamental direction.

| object to increased cold water removal from Lake Almanor. Whether it would
reduce river temperatures to the desired level many miles downstream is an unproven
theory, but it would absolutely damage the cold water fishery in the lake. Spoiling one
part of the environment for a potential improvement in another part does not seem like a
rational action for a State agency.

| believe that it would be irresponsible for the State Water Resources Control Board
to require either of the two alternatives found in the DEIR. They both ignore the true
upstream environmental impact, as well as the social and financial impacts. In my
opinion, the State review process has failed to address the key issues in a reasonable
manner. The DEIR should be rejected.

Sincerely,
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Peter Barnes 0i5HAR 26 AMI: 1
State Water Resources Control Board
P.O. Box 2000 .
Sacramento, CA 95812-2000
E-Mail: Peter.Barnes@waterboards.ca.gov

Re:  Upper North Fork Feather River Hydroelectric Project Draft EIR
Dear Mr. Barnes:

| am a resident of Plumas County, writing to express my concerns regarding the
State Water Resources Control Board’s Upper North Fork Feather River Hydroelectric
Project Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). It is my understanding that the Water
Board's function is to help protect the environment, and that an EIR is intended to ensure
that environmental damage is avoided. However, what | find in this particular document
seems to be contrary to that fundamental direction.

| object to increased cold water removal from Lake Almanor. Whether it would
reduce river temperatures to the desired level many miles downstream is an unproven
theory, but it would absolutely damage the cold water fishery in the lake. Spoiling one
part of the environment for a potential improvement in another part does not seem like a
rational action for a State agency.

| believe that it would be irresponsible for the State Water Resources Control Board
to require either of the two alternatives found in the DEIR. They both ignore the true
upstream environmental impact, as well as the social and financial impacts. In my
opinion, the State review process has failed to address the key issues in a reasonable
manner. The DEIR should be rejected.

Sincerely, .
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Peter Barnes 0IGHAR 26 AMU: 12
State Water Resources Control Board
P.O. Box 2000 YA
Sacramento, CA 95812-2000 SAC
E-Mail: Peter.Barnes@waterboards.ca.gov

Re:  Upper North Fork Feather River Hydroelectric Project Draft EIR

Dear Mr. Barnes:

I am a resident of Plumas County, writing to express my concerns regarding the
State Water Resources Control Board’s Upper North Fork Feather River Hydroelectric
Project Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). It is my understanding that the Water
Board’s function is to help protect the environment, and that an EIR is intended to ensure
that environmental damage is avoided. However, what | find in this particular document
seems to be contrary to that fundamental direction.

I object to increased cold water removal from Lake Almanor. Whether it would
reduce river temperatures to the desired level many miles downstream is an unproven
theory, but it would absolutely damage the cold water fishery in the lake. Spoiling one
part of the environment for a potential improvement in another part does not seem like a
rational action for a State agency.

| believe that it would be irresponsible for the State Water Resources Control Board
to require either of the two alternatives found in the DEIR. They both ignore the true
upstream environmental impact, as well as the social and financial impacts. In my
opinion, the State review process has failed to address the key issues in a reasonable
manner. The DEIR should be rejected.

Sincerely,
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Peter Barnes

State Water Resources Control Board
P.O. Box 2000 HY i
Sacramento, CA 95812-2000
E-Mail: Peter.Barnes@waterboards.ca.gov

Re:  Upper North Fork Feather River Hydroelectric Project Draft EIR

Dear Mr. Barnes:

| am a resident of Plumas County, writing to express my concerns regarding the
State Water Resources Control Board’'s Upper North Fork Feather River Hydroelectric
Project Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). It is my understanding that the Water
Board's function is to help protect the environment, and that an EIR is intended to ensure
that environmental damage is avoided. However, what | find in this particular document
seems to be contrary to that fundamental direction.

| object to increased cold water removal from Lake Almanor. Whether it would
reduce river temperatures to the desired level many miles downstream is an unproven
theory, but it would absolutely damage the cold water fishery in the lake. Spoiling one
part of the environment for a potential improvement in another part does not seem like a
rational action for a State agency.

| believe that it would be irresponsible for the State Water Resources Control Board
to require either of the two alternatives found in the DEIR. They both ignore the true
upstream environmental impact, as well as the social and financial impacts. In my
opinion, the State review process has failed to address the key issues in a reasonable
manner. The DEIR should be rejected.

Sincerely,
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Peter Bamnes MI5HAR 26 AMI1: 12
State Water Resources Control Board
P.O. Box 2000 s G
Sacramento, CA 95812-2000 QA
E-Mail: Peter.Barnes@waterboards.ca.gov

Re:  Upper North Fork Feather River Hydroelectric Project Draft EIR

Dear Mr. Barnes:

| am a resident of Plumas County, writing to express my concerns regarding the
State Water Resources Control Board's Upper North Fork Feather River Hydroelectric
Project Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). It is my understanding that the Water
Board’s function is to help protect the environment, and that an EIR is intended to ensure
that environmental damage is avoided. However, what | find in this particular document
seems to be contrary to that fundamental direction.

| object to increased cold water removal from Lake Almanor. Whether it would
reduce river temperatures to the desired level many miles downstream is an unproven
theory, but it would absolutely damage the cold water fishery in the lake. Spoiling one
part of the environment for a potential improvement in another part does not seem like a
rational action for a State agency.

| believe that it would be irresponsible for the State Water Resources Control Board
to require either of the two alternatives found in the DEIR. They both ignore the true
upstream environmental impact, as well as the social and financial impacts. In my
opinion, the State review process has failed to address the key issues in a reasonable
manner. The DEIR should be rejected. '

Sincerely,
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Peter Barmnes WISHAR 26 AM11: 12
State Water Resources Control Board

P.O. Box 2000 i U WATER RIGHT
Sacramento, CA 95812-2000 SACRAMENTO
E-Mail: Peter.Barnes@waterboards.ca.gov

(5]

Re:  Upper North Fork Feather River Hydroelectric Project Draft EIR
Dear Mr. Barnes:

I am a resident of Plumas County, writing to express my concerns regarding the
State Water Resources Control Board’s Upper North Fork Feather River Hydroelectric
Project Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). It is my understanding that the Water
Board’s function is to help protect the environment, and that an EIR is intended to ensure
that environmental damage is avoided. However, what | find in this particular document
seems to be contrary to that fundamental direction.

| object to increased cold water removal from Lake Almanor. Whether it would
reduce river temperatures to the desired level many miles downstream is an unproven
theory, but it would absolutely damage the cold water fishery in the lake. Spoiling one
part of the environment for a potential improvement in another part does not seem like a
rational action for a State agency.

| believe that it would be irresponsible for the State Water Resources Control Board
to require either of the two alternatives found in the DEIR. They both ignore the true
upstream environmental impact, as well as the social and financial impacts. In my

opinion, the State review process has failed to address the key issues in a reasonable
manner. The DEIR should be rejected.

Loke Wlwocn, CHh 96037



Peter Barnes 019HAR 26 AM 1 12
State Water Resources Control Board

P.O. Box 2000

Sacramento, CA 95812-2000

E-Mail: Peter.Barnes@waterboards.ca.gov

Re: Upper North Fork Feather River Hydroelectric Project Draft EIR
Dear Mr. Barnes:

| am a resident of Plumas County, writing to express my concerns regarding the
State Water Resources Control Board’s Upper North Fork Feather River Hydroelectric
Project Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). It is my understanding that the Water
Board’s function is to help protect the environment, and that an EIR is intended to ensure
that environmental damage is avoided. However, what | find in this particular document
seems to be contrary to that fundamental direction.

| object to increased cold water removal from Lake Almanor. Whether it would
reduce river temperatures to the desired level many miles downstream is an unproven
theory, but it would absolutely damage the cold water fishery in the lake. Spoiling one
part of the environment for a potential improvement in another part does not seem like a
rational action for a State agency.

| believe that it would be irresponsible for the State Water Resources Control Board
to require either of the two alternatives found in the DEIR. They both ignore the true
upstream environmental impact, as well as the social and financial impacts. In my
opinion, the State review process has failed to address the key issues in a reasonable
manner. The DEIR should be rejected.

Sincerely,
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Peter Barnes

State Water Resources Control Board
P.O. Box 2000 ¥ GF |
Sacramento, CA 95812-2000 PN
E-Mail: Peter.Barnes@waterboards.ca.gov

Re:  Upper North Fork Feather River Hydroelectric Project Draft EIR

Dear Mr. Barnes:

| am a resident of Plumas County, writing to express my concerns regarding the
State Water Resources Control Board’s Upper North Fork Feather River Hydroelectric
Project Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). It is my understanding that the Water
Board’s function is to help protect the environment, and that an EIR is intended to ensure
that environmental damage is avoided. However, what | find in this particular document
seems to be contrary to that fundamental direction.

| object to increased cold water removal from Lake Almanor. Whether it would
reduce river temperatures to the desired level many miles downstream is an unproven
theory, but it would absolutely damage the cold water fishery in the lake. Spoiling one
part of the environment for a potential improvement in another part does not seem like a
rational action for a State agency.

I believe that it would be irresponsible for the State Water Resources Control Board
to require either of the two alternatives found in the DEIR. They both ignore the true
upstream environmental impact, as well as the social and financial impacts. In my
opinion, the State review process has failed to address the key issues in a reasonable
manner. The DEIR should be rejected.
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Sincerely,
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Peter Barnes MIGHAR 26 AMII: 12
State Water Resources Control Board

P.O. Box 2000

Sacramento, CA 95812-2000

E-Mail: Peter.Barnes@waterboards.ca.gov

Re:  Upper North Fork Feather River Hydroelectric Project Draft EIR

Dear Mr. Barnes:

I am a resident of Plumas County, writing to express my concerns regarding the
State Water Resources Control Board’s Upper North Fork Feather River Hydroelectric
Project Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). It is my understanding that the Water
Board’s function is to help protect the environment, and that an EIR is intended to ensure
that environmental damage is avoided. However, what | find in this particular document
seems to be contrary to that fundamental direction.

I object to increased cold water removal from Lake Almanor. Whether it would
reduce river temperatures to the desired level many miles downstream is an unproven
theory, but it would absolutely damage the cold water fishery in the lake. Spoiling one
part of the environment for a potential improvement in another part does not seem like a
rational action for a State agency.

I believe that it would be irresponsible for the State Water Resources Control Board
to require either of the two alternatives found in the DEIR. They both ignore the true
upstream environmental impact, as well as the social and financial impacts. In my
opinion, the State review process has failed to address the key issues in a reasonable
manner. The DEIR should be rejected.

Sincerely,
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State Water Resources Control Board :

P.O. Box 2000

Sacramento, CA 95812-2000

E-Mail: Peter.Barnes@waterboards.ca.gov

Re:  Upper North Fork Feather River Hydroelectric Project Draft EIR

Dear Mr. Barnes:

| am a resident of Plumas County, writing to express my concerns regarding the
State Water Resources Control Board’s Upper North Fork Feather River Hydroelectric
Project Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). It is my understanding that the Water
Board's function is to help protect the environment, and that an EIR is intended to ensure
that environmental damage is avoided. However, what | find in this particular document
seems to be contrary to that fundamental direction.

| object to increased cold water removal from Lake Almanor. Whether it would
reduce river temperatures to the desired level many miles downstream is an unproven
theory, but it would absolutely damage the cold water fishery in the lake. Spoiling one
part of the environment for a potential improvement in another part does not seem like a
rational action for a State agency.

| believe that it would be irresponsible for the State Water Resources Control Board
to require either of the two alternatives found in the DEIR. They both ignore the true
upstream environmental impact, as well as the social and financial impacts. In my
opinion, the State review process has failed to address the key issues in a reasonable
manner. The DEIR should be rejected.

Sincerely,
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Peter Barnes

State Water Resources Control Board

P.O. Box 2000

Sacramento, CA 95812-2000

E-Mail: Peter.Barnes@waterboards.ca.gov

Re:  Upper North Fork Feather River Hydroelectric Project Draft EIR

Dear Mr. Barnes:

I am a resident of Plumas County, writing to express my concerns regarding the
State Water Resources Control Board's Upper North Fork Feather River Hydroelectric
Project Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). It is my understanding that the Water
Board's function is to help protect the environment, and that an EIR is intended to ensure
that environmental damage is avoided. However, what | find in this particular document
seems to be contrary to that fundamental direction.

| object to increased cold water removal from Lake Almanor. Whether it would
reduce river temperatures to the desired level many miles downstream is an unproven
theory, but it would absolutely damage the cold water fishery in the lake. Spoiling one
part of the environment for a potential improvement in another part does not seem like a
rational action for a State agency.

| believe that it would be irresponsible for the State Water Resources Control Board
to require either of the two alternatives found in the DEIR. They both ignore the true
upstream environmental impact, as well as the social and financial impacts. In my
opinion, the State review process has failed to address the key issues in a reasonable
manner. The DEIR should be rejected.

Sincerely,

Sy ConeaU Lo

00 RoY R0
Chester oA b0



r eller Bamas 013HAR 26 AMI1I: |2
State Water Resources Control Board o
P.O. Box 2000

Sacramento, CA 95812-2000

E-Mail: Peter.Barnes@waterboards.ca.gov

Re:  Upper North Fork Feather River Hydroelectric Project Draft EIR

Dear Mr. Barnes:

| am a resident of Plumas County, writing to express my concerns regarding the
State Water Resources Control Board’s Upper North Fork Feather River Hydroelectric
Project Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). It is my understanding that the Water
Board’s function is to help protect the environment, and that an EIR is intended to ensure
that environmental damage is avoided. However, what | find in this particular document
seems to be contrary to that fundamental direction.

| object to increased cold water removal from Lake Aimanor. Whether it would
reduce river temperatures to the desired level many miles downstream is an unproven
theory, but it would absolutely damage the cold water fishery in the lake. Spoiling one
part of the environment for a potential improvement in another part does not seem like a
rational action for a State agency.

| believe that it would be irresponsible for the State Water Resources Control Board
to require either of the two alternatives found in the DEIR. They both ignore the true
upstream environmental impact, as well as the social and financial impacts. In my
opinion, the State review process has failed to address the key issues in a reasonable
manner. The DEIR should be rejected.
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Sincerely,
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State Water Resources Control Board DI MAR 26 AM I 12
P.O. Box 2000

Sacramento, CA 95812-2000

E-Mail: Peter.Barnes@waterboards.ca.gov

Re:  Upper North Fork Feather River Hydroelectric Project Draft EIR

Dear Mr. Barnes:

| am a resident of Plumas County, writing to express my concerns regarding the
State Water Resources Control Board’s Upper North Fork Feather River Hydroelectric
Project Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). It is my understanding that the Water
Board’s function is to help protect the environment, and that an EIR is intended to ensure
that environmental damage is avoided. However, what | find in this particular document
seems to be contrary to that fundamental direction.

| object to increased cold water removal from Lake Almanor. Whether it would
reduce river temperatures to the desired level many miles downstream is an unproven
theory, but it would absolutely damage the cold water fishery in the lake. Spoiling one
part of the environment for a potential improvement in another part does not seem like a
rational action for a State agency.

| believe that it would be irresponsible for the State Water Resources Control Board
to require either of the two alternatives found in the DEIR. They both ignore the true
upstream environmental impact, as well as the social and financial impacts. In my
opinion, the State review process has failed to address the key issues in a reasonable
manner. The DEIR should be rejected.

Sincerely,
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Peter Barnes 2015 HAR
State Water Resources Control Board
P.O. Box 2000 ALY
Sacramento, CA 95812-2000 =
E-Mail: Peter.Barnes@waterboards.ca.gov

Re:  Upper North Fork Feather River Hydroelectric Project Draft EIR
Dear Mr. Barnes:

| am a resident of Plumas County, writing to express my concerns regarding the
State Water Resources Control Board's Upper North Fork Feather River Hydroelectric
Project Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). It is my understanding that the Water
Board's function is to help protect the environment, and that an EIR is intended to ensure
that environmental damage is avoided. However, what | find in this particular document
seems to be contrary to that fundamental direction.

| object to increased cold water removal from Lake Almanor. Whether it would
reduce river temperatures to the desired level many miles downstream is an unproven
theory, but it would absolutely damage the cold water fishery in the lake. Spoiling one
part of the environment for a potential improvement in another part does not seem like a
rational action for a State agency.

| believe that it would be irresponsible for the State Water Resources Control Board
to require either of the two alternatives found in the DEIR. They both ignore the true
upstream environmental impact, as well as the social and financial impacts. In my
opinion, the State review process has failed to address the key issues in a reasonable
manner. The DEIR should be rejected.

Sincerely,



Peter Barnes
State Water Resources Control Board 2010 MAR 26 AMII: 2
P.O. Box 2000
Sacramento, CA 95812-2000 L. §

E-Mail: Peter.Barnes@waterboards.ca.gov o

Re:  Upper North Fork Feather River Hydroelectric Project Draft EIR

Dear Mr. Barnes:

| am a resident of Plumas County, writing to express my concerns regarding the
State Water Resources Control Board's Upper North Fork Feather River Hydroelectric
Project Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). It is my understanding that the Water
Board’s function is to help protect the environment, and that an EIR is intended to ensure
that environmental damage is avoided. However, what | find in this particular document
seems to be contrary to that fundamental direction.

I object to increased cold water removal from Lake Almanor. Whether it would
reduce river temperatures to the desired level many miles downstream is an unproven
theory, but it would absolutely damage the cold water fishery in the lake. Spoiling one
part of the environment for a potential improvement in another part does not seem like a
rational action for a State agency.

I believe that it would be irresponsible for the State Water Resources Control Board
to require either of the two alternatives found in the DEIR. They both ignore the true
upstream environmental impact, as well as the social and financial impacts. In my
opinion, the State review process has failed to address the key issues in a reasonable
manner. The DEIR should be rejected.

Sincerely,




Peter Barnes

State Water Resources Control Board
P.0O. Box 2000
Sacramento, CA 95812-2000
E-Mail: Peter.Barnes@waterboards.ca.gov
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Re: Upper North Fork Feather River Hydroelectric Project Draft EIR
Dear Mr. Barnes:

I am a resident of Plumas County, writing to express my concerns regarding the
State Water Resources Control Board’s Upper North Fork Feather River Hydroelectric
Project Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). It is my understanding that the Water
Board'’s function is to help protect the environment, and that an EIR is intended to ensure
that environmental damage is avoided. However, what | find in this particular document
seems to be contrary to that fundamental direction.

| object to increased cold water removal from Lake Almanor. Whether it would
reduce river temperatures to the desired level many miles downstream is an unproven
theory, but it would absolutely damage the cold water fishery in the lake. Spoiling one
part of the environment for a potential improvement in another part does not seem like a
rational action for a State agency.

| believe that it would be irresponsible for the State Water Resources Control Board
to require either of the two alternatives found in the DEIR. They both ignore the true
upstream environmental impact, as well as the social and financial impacts. In my
opinion, the State review process has failed to address the key issues in a reasonable
manner. The DEIR should be rejected.

Sincerely, #




Peter Barnes

State Water Resources Control Board
P.O. Box 2000 A% Ul VATER RIGH
Sacramento, CA 95812-2000 SACRAMENRTO
E-Mail: Peter.Barnes@waterboards.ca.gov

Re:  Upper North Fork Feather River Hydroelectric Project Draft EIR

Dear Mr. Barnes:

I am a resident of Plumas County, writing to express my concerns regarding the
State Water Resources Control Board’s Upper North Fork Feather River Hydroelectric
Project Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). It is my understanding that the Water
Board's function is to help protect the environment, and that an EIR is intended to ensure
that environmental damage is avoided. However, what | find in this particular document
seems to be contrary to that fundamental direction.

I object to increased cold water removal from Lake Almanor. Whether it would
reduce river temperatures to the desired level many miles downstream is an unproven
theory, but it would absolutely damage the cold water fishery in the lake. Spoiling one
part of the environment for a potential improvement in another part does not seem like a
rational action for a State agency.

I believe that it would be irresponsible for the State Water Resources Control Board
to require either of the two alternatives found in the DEIR. They both ignore the true
upstream environmental impact, as well as the social and financial impacts. In my
opinion, the State review process has failed to address the key issues in a reasonable
manner. The DEIR should be rejected.

Sincerely, r> <O .
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Peter Barnes
State Water Resources Control Board -
P.O. Box 2000 1Y OF ‘é_ \ m)‘_”{
Sacramento, CA 95812-2000 SACRAMENTO
E-Mail: Peter.Barnes@waterboards.ca.gov
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Re:  Upper North Fork Feather River Hydroelectric Project Draft EIR

Dear Mr. Barnes:

| am a resident of Plumas County, writing to express my concerns regarding the
State Water Resources Control Board’s Upper North Fork Feather River Hydroelectric
Project Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). It is my understanding that the Water
Board’s function is to help protect the environment, and that an EIR is intended to ensure
that environmental damage is avoided. However, what | find in this particular document
seems to be contrary to that fundamental direction.

| object to increased cold water removal from Lake Almanor. Whether it would
reduce river temperatures to the desired level many miles downstream is an unproven
theory, but it would absolutely damage the cold water fishery in the lake. Spoiling one
part of the environment for a potential improvement in another part does not seem like a
rational action for a State agency.

| believe that it would be irresponsible for the State Water Resources Control Board
to require either of the two alternatives found in the DEIR. They both ignore the true
upstream environmental impact, as well as the social and financial impacts. In my
opinion, the State review process has failed to address the key issues in a reasonable
manner. The DEIR should be rejected.

Sincerely N
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Peter Barnes Snie s
State Water Resources Control Board cen
P.O. Box 2000

Sacramento, CA 95812-2000

E-Mail: Peter.Barnes@waterboards.ca.gov

Re:  Upper North Fork Feather River Hydroelectric Project Draft EIR

Dear Mr. Barnes:

| am a resident of Plumas County, writing to express my concerns regarding the
State Water Resources Control Board's Upper North Fork Feather River Hydroelectric
Project Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). It is my understanding that the Water
Board’s function is to help protect the environment, and that an EIR is intended to ensure
that environmental damage is avoided. However, what | find in this particular document
seems to be contrary to that fundamental direction.

| object to increased cold water removal from Lake Almanor. Whether it would
reduce river temperatures to the desired level many miles downstream is an unproven
theory, but it would absolutely damage the cold water fishery in the lake. Spoiling one
part of the environment for a potential improvement in another part does not seem like a
rational action for a State agency.

I believe that it would be irresponsible for the State Water Resources Control Board
to require either of the two alternatives found in the DEIR. They both ignore the true
upstream environmental impact, as well as the social and financial impacts. In my
opinion, the State review process has failed to address the key issues in a reasonable
manner. The DEIR should be rejected.

Sincerely,
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Peter Barnes

State Water Resources Control Board

P.O. Box 2000

Sacramento, CA 95812-2000

E-Mail: Peter.Barnes@waterboards.ca.gov

Re: Upper North Fork Feather River Hydroelectric Project Draft EIR
Dear Mr. Barnes:

| am a resident of Plumas County, writing to express my concerns regarding the
State Water Resources Control Board’s Upper North Fork Feather River Hydroelectric
Project Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). It is my understanding that the Water
Board's function is to help protect the environment, and that an EIR is intended to ensure
that environmental damage is avoided. However, what | find in this particular document
seems to be contrary to that fundamental direction.

| object to increased cold water removal from Lake Almanor. Whether it would
reduce river temperatures to the desired level many miles downstream is an unproven
theory, but it would absolutely damage the cold water fishery in the lake. Spoiling one
part of the environment for a potential improvement in another part does not seem like a
rational action for a State agency.

| believe that it would be irresponsible for the State Water Resources Control Board
to require either of the two alternatives found in the DEIR. They both ignore the true
upstream environmental impact, as well as the social and financial impacts. In my
opinion, the State review process has failed to address the key issues in a reasonable
manner. The DEIR should be rejected.

Sincerely,
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Peter Barnes MIGHAR 26 AMI: |2
State Water Resources Control Board
P.O. Box 2000 IV U WATER RIGH
Sacramento, CA 95812-2000 SACRAMEN
E-Mail: Peter.Barnes@waterboards.ca.gov

Re: Upper North Fork Feather River Hydroelectric Project Draft EIR
Dear Mr. Barnes:

| am a resident of Plumas County, writing to express my concerns regarding the
State Water Resources Control Board’s Upper North Fork Feather River Hydroelectric
Project Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). It is my understanding that the Water
Board’s function is to help protect the environment, and that an EIR is intended to ensure
that environmental damage is avoided. However, what | find in this particular document
seems to be contrary to that fundamental direction.

| object to increased cold water removal from Lake Almanor. Whether it would
reduce river temperatures to the desired level many miles downstream is an unproven
theory, but it would absolutely damage the cold water fishery in the lake. Spoiling one
part of the environment for a potential improvement in another part does not seem like a
rational action for a State agency.

| believe that it would be irresponsible for the State Water Resources Control Board
to require either of the two alternatives found in the DEIR. They both ignore the true
upstream environmental impact, as well as the social and financial impacts. In my
opinion, the State review process has failed to address the key issues in a reasonable

manner. The DEIR should be rejected.
\
Sincerely, /7 Yy




Peter Barnes U HAR 26 AMI: 12
State Water Resources Control Board

P.O. Box 2000

Sacramento, CA 95812-2000

E-Mail: Peter.Barnes@waterboards.ca.gov

Re: Upper North Fork Feather River Hydroelectric Project Draft EIR
Dear Mr. Barnes:

| am a resident of Plumas County, writing to express my concerns regarding the
State Water Resources Control Board’'s Upper North Fork Feather River Hydroelectric
Project Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). It is my understanding that the Water
Board'’s function is to help protect the environment, and that an EIR is intended to ensure
that environmental damage is avoided. However, what | find in this particular document
seems to be contrary to that fundamental direction.

| object to increased cold water removal from Lake Almanor. Whether it would
reduce river temperatures to the desired level many miles downstream is an unproven
theory, but it would absolutely damage the cold water fishery in the lake. Spoiling one
part of the environment for a potential improvement in another part does not seem like a
rational action for a State agency.

| believe that it would be irresponsible for the State Water Resources Control Board
to require either of the two alternatives found in the DEIR. They both ignore the true
upstream environmental impact, as well as the social and financial impacts. In my
opinion, the State review process has failed to address the key issues in a reasonable
manner. The DEIR should be rejected.

Sincerely,
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Peter Barnes

State Water Resources Control Board

P.O. Box 2000

Sacramento, CA 95812-2000

E-Mail: Peter.Barnes@waterboards.ca.gov

Re: Upper North Fork Feather River Hydroelectric Project Draft EIR
Dear Mr. Barnes:

| am a resident of Plumas County, writing to express my concerns regarding the
State Water Resources Control Board’s Upper North Fork Feather River Hydroelectric
Project Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). It is my understanding that the Water
Board's function is to help protect the environment, and that an EIR is intended to ensure
that environmental damage is avoided. However, what | find in this particular document
seems to be contrary to that fundamental direction.

| object to increased cold water removal from Lake Almanor. Whether it would
reduce river temperatures to the desired level many miles downstream is an unproven
theory, but it would absolutely damage the cold water fishery in the lake. Spoiling one
part of the environment for a potential improvement in another part does not seem like a
rational action for a State agency.

| believe that it would be irresponsible for the State Water Resources Control Board
to require either of the two alternatives found in the DEIR. They both ignore the true
upstream environmental impact, as well as the social and financial impacts. In my
opinion, the State review process has failed to address the key issues in a reasonable
manner. The DEIR should be rejected.

Sincerely,
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State Water Resources Control Board

P.O. Box 2000

Sacramento, CA 95812-2000

E-Mail: Peter.Barnes@waterboards.ca.gov

Re: Upper North Fork Feather River Hydroelectric Project Draft EIR
Dear Mr. Barnes:

| am a resident of Plumas County, writing to express my concerns regarding the
State Water Resources Control Board's Upper North Fork Feather River Hydroelectric
Project Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). It is my understanding that the Water
Board'’s function is to help protect the environment, and that an EIR is intended to ensure
that environmental damage is avoided. However, what | find in this particular document
seems to be contrary to that fundamental direction.

| object to increased cold water removal from Lake Almanor. Whether it would
reduce river temperatures to the desired level many miles downstream is an unproven
theory, but it would absolutely damage the cold water fishery in the lake. Spoiling one
part of the environment for a potential improvement in another part does not seem like a
rational action for a State agency.

| believe that it would be irresponsible for the State Water Resources Control Board
to require either of the two alternatives found in the DEIR. They both ignore the true
upstream environmental impact, as well as the social and financial impacts. In my
opinion, the State review process has failed to address the key issues in a reasonable
manner. The DEIR should be rejected.

Sincerely,
o Jdagis Boawad—
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State Water Resources Control Board )

P.O. Box 2000 Jiv UF WATER R
Sacramento, CA 95812-2000 SACRAMEN
E-Mail: Peter.Barnes@waterboards.ca.gov

Re: Upper North Fork Feather River Hydroelectric Project Draft EIR
Dear Mr. Barnes:

| am a resident of Plumas County, writing to express my concerns regarding the
State Water Resources Control Board’'s Upper North Fork Feather River Hydroelectric
Project Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). It is my understanding that the Water
Board’s function is to help protect the environment, and that an EIR is intended to ensure
that environmental damage is avoided. However, what | find in this particular document
seems to be contrary to that fundamental direction.

| object to increased cold water removal from Lake Almanor. Whether it would
reduce river temperatures to the desired level many miles downstream is an unproven
theory, but it would absolutely damage the cold water fishery in the lake. Spoiling one
part of the environment for a potential improvement in another part does not seem like a
rational action for a State agency.

| believe that it would be irresponsible for the State Water Resources Control Board
to require either of the two alternatives found in the DEIR. They both ignore the true
upstream environmental impact, as well as the social and financial impacts. In my
opinion, the State review process has failed to address the key issues in a reasonable
manner. The DEIR should be rejected.

Sincerely, i‘/ . W
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Peter Barnes

State Water Resources Control Board

P.O. Box 2000

Sacramento, CA 95812-2000

E-Mail: Peter.Barnes@waterboards.ca.gov

Re: Upper North Fork Feather River Hydroelectric Project Draft EIR
Dear Mr. Barnes:

| am a resident of Plumas County, writing to express my concerns regarding the
State Water Resources Control Board's Upper North Fork Feather River Hydroelectric
Project Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). It is my understanding that the Water
Board’s function is to help protect the environment, and that an EIR is intended to ensure
that environmental damage is avoided. However, what | find in this particular document
seems to be contrary to that fundamental direction.

| object to increased cold water removal from Lake Almanor. Whether it would
reduce river temperatures to the desired level many miles downstream is an unproven
theory, but it would absolutely damage the cold water fishery in the lake. Spoiling one
part of the environment for a potential improvement in another part does not seem like a
rational action for a State agency.

| believe that it would be irresponsible for the State Water Resources Control Board
to require either of the two alternatives found in the DEIR. They both ignore the true
upstream environmental impact, as well as the social and financial impacts. In my
opinion, the State review process has failed to address the key issues in a reasonable
manner. The DEIR should be rejected.

Sincerely,
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